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An Instructional Study:

Improving the lnferential Comprehension

of * -

&

Good,aﬁd Poor Fourth-Grade Readers

- o .

Inférentipl comprehensionAis more difficult for child}en than literal
comprehension; this asserﬁion has been validated in a wid; rang%’of\sthdfes,
using;a variety of measures (Guszak, 1967; Paarsorm, Han;En & Gordo;, 1979;1
Rgphae],’]98q; NAEP, 1981). One interéssing qLestion is whether

EN

the gap represents a simpte fact about ﬁétu(al variation in task difficulty

S

(inference is simply harder) or_an accident of instructional history (stu-

p 3 ) - .
dents practice litéral tasks more frequently). Some evidence &xists for
e . .9 - 9 y . . oo e

~ 5 ‘o

the instructional history aréumght? Hansen (1981) found tfat Bisaﬂ readet -

ques;ions émphasized literal xésks, and Guszak (1967) found that tegchers

o .

asked 1Tteral questions more often. Yet other evidence indicates that stu-

° -

dents ,have greater difficulty generating information from prior knowledge
°. ‘ A - N
toanswer a question thgh they do recognizing the p]éusibility*of similarky

’ . .

sensible informatioﬁlwhen it.is presented in a text ‘(Pearson, Hansen, &

°

~

° <

-
’

. .

Nonetheless,\even if inferential tasks are inﬂe}gntly more difficult,

a b .

Al . - ’

it is possible that the gap ‘betwekn lité}q] and inferential compréhep§709

] o .
.

performance could be narrowed if infe?eqtial tasks received more Vnétructiog?

" ° . , .

emphasis. Hansen (198]1) set out to invegtigate Eﬁécise]y:that issgg.; ‘“

) L4

Working with average ability second grade students, she devised two treat-
. N . . -

~ e .

ments to improve comprehension. The first was .a 'practice only' approach
! . o . Y

-’

1

<. - S -
o e

A
.
B




. A\
An Instructional Study
. . ‘ . | ‘ ¢ 3 . "i.’",

in the sense that the only difference between it and a 'business as usual

control group--which received the traditional digt of 80% literal to Q%
' e . ‘ ‘ -
inferential questions typically:found among ouestions suggested ,in basal
) . !

*
. 5 @

manuals~-was that the students in this treatment were asked only inferepce
. oy ,

et
-

questions during story discussions. The second was more'of a strategy ,

N °

' ‘.’ 3 ‘s . “’o
.training treatmeht. The students in this group received theAsame discussion
“the tradnt\ona] building back-"'

~ .
ground for the story section of the basal‘manua].was’replaced by a technique

involving three steps deslgned to or|ent theé students toward “an .inferential

questions as the control group; however,

set" for\readlng - (a) Students were a§ked three questions which tappeﬁ‘

] - v 2 .

~ o r 2 -

. . their prior experiences regarding slgnlflcant aspects of the upcomrng%story

7, 1 >
(characters'’ prob]ems, goals or motives, key actions or problem rquTUtnons)
~ »

(b) Students were asked to precht what story characters might do in snmn]ar

° ", .

. 4 . . . ) -
ctrtﬁnstances, and (c) Having written their answers to the experience end .

predJction tasks on strips of pad@r, students wove together their‘striﬁs

. .

in order to emphasize the notion that, when read1ng, a reader must weave
3

together text information with prior knowledge in order to understand the

~ .
’

text. . . . ’

. '
>

. a . . Y
- Hanseﬁ found, using a varnety of |nferent|a1 megsures ranglng from;

o
%
)

. 1 i

new duestlons a?ked about the Stories ,in whnch the instruction was embedded

s , N
to questions about new stories for which no instruction was provided to 3
] D - v
standardized tests, that either approach (changing question emphasis or, - o
- - ‘ . . . \%
previding students with an inferential set) improved comprehension .iores~’¥
R 4 € .

Rl

. . y L n emets [4 . T *
general ly and inference questions scores specifically. However, her ddta R
E2 't‘ “ oo “ °
3 L4 . ’ . ~ -
¢ ¢ N » » N -
-~ - N - ¥
7 r‘ - : . L"‘/ Lo : - — >
T ' , -l. Vo P
L] . R LY
. Y . _ by . St
2 . - d
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could not dicriminate betweeﬁ'thg two approaches Hence |t remains un-
’ g R N

.clear as go

>

]
- practicing and app]ygng or a more complex (and instructionally more

o 0 < ‘ €

. - L ~
. expensive--in terms of teacher time) reordentation.toward seading '"'set!
is more beneficial. 1 ] -
~ . !

Now other researchers work|ng on either inference tasks (ﬁordon ‘1980)
< /

1980; Day, 1980; Brown S.Pallncsar,

ér‘other. comprehensuon tasks (Raphae]

' o

in press) have ‘conducted tra:nlng studies from which™ they concluded that the

L] ‘

«

: -provislgp of a specific strategy stydents could use to go about performing

. - - - -
.

‘the comprehens:on t'ask, coupled with teacher medellng of the desnred ;e-

L4
[ — '

« havifor and lots of~interactive d|scu5510n and feedback about student per-

has led to, superhcr levels of per-"~

‘formance on:the same type -of behaVIor

Q@ Y

formance when - students are glvén new opportunltles to apply‘the strategy

. o IS
- . =

. * -
b~ ’

UnfortunateJy, many of these studies have anfounded the pngvusuon of direct
<

N
.

A
teachldg (the modelvng and the feedback) wnth lncreased'opportunlty to

‘g o " . oo

apply the strategy.

- + -

L

-However, Day (1980) Separated out ‘heer practn:;///
——-S <
1.

‘ from practlce accompanled by strategy tralnnng and'found the additi

’ .

ot s ’ v . . . -
strategy tralnlng to be behef:cnar

0 - ~

-

’

Whlle no causal links. cgﬁ he inferred, it is nonethefess |nterest$ng

' 7 ~ o~ ‘ > ) )
. tO ﬂote that @ers |nVeSt|gat|ng ComprehenSIon lnstructlon |n c]asg—
N v »~, \ v ’ .

rooms (Durkln 1978-79; Duffy "¢ Mclntyre, 1980) of in basaj~hanuals (Durkin,

.
[N

'-1981)‘have found:plenty of'pnacéice (e;g.,-WOrksheet and quéstion-answerfng.

-- opportunities) but little direct and specific strategylinstruction. ae

. v Sl - . R
PR 2 L]

whether a s:mple change in the tasks children spend thenr tlme‘

-
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{

tame kind of training that experimenters had in the studies cited earlier,

8 <

Ra!

students (fou;lﬁ\?ather than second grade).

-

~ ® N

One explicit purpose of the present resegréﬁ was to _evaluate the bene-

¢ [

ficia)l éffect;'of an approach to teaching inference skills that atilized

both an explicit attempt to sensitize children to wHy and *hgW one should

- ~ . ’
. -

draw inferences to prior knowledge and substantial practice in drawing such
. ~ Al !\
inferences during story discussions. A second major purpose of this study

'

»

was .to determine whether or not teachers could be trained to administerffhe
A - ¢ -

. 1 . v S e .
in"reference to strategy training.«v¥ _Because of the desigh, the issue of
»oe 8 . .
the power of separate components (stratégy. training versus practice) cannot
. ” kS ‘

be evaldated. Noﬁetheless, ;h? need to replicate beneficia]\findings using

. ~ 7 - . @
a combined approach and the need to determine whether teachers“could be :

- N
- ) - . ’

trained to use the approéch seemgd sufficient justification for.completing

oo » . f
:

the work, *® - ;
A

~ s . - . * . Y
The present research is best viewed as an extension of.the.wor§~on

. .

inference training conducted by Hansen (1981). It differs from her earlier

. . ‘

research in several ways.

>

the strategy training story introductions plus% heavy dose of;gkory dis-~
. C Lo v ‘
cussion questions requiring inferences to prior knowledge witK traditional

.

introductions plus a traditional mix of 80%/20% literal/iqferent?a] dis- ¢

-

cus§Lpn questhné. Sécond, we decided *to dvaluate the technique with older

*.

This change was motivated by . -.

R . : L ; . - ‘
our .curigsity &bout the posSibility that, over;three and one-haﬂf years

v

-

PR - )

- “ ~ 7 S 4 e ' ’ 7;”"-‘2
o, - . :
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.o, ‘ . ) ' v 6 .
of schooling, even a 20% frequéncy of inference questions is sufficient

L3

- -

Eo allow children to discove:/igw/ko answer such questions effectively., . If.

- such a possibility were trueq then we ekpec;ed to find no effect for the

L3

treatment. Third,,.we applied the combined treatment to both good and poor

~

<

A M .

readers, with

¢

the' expectation that we might .find an aptitude by treatment

% v

interaction suggesting that good readéré had atready di;cove?ed the rules
N . X ' .
of inference game (and hence would not benefit from the experimental

\

approach) while poor readers had not (and hefce would benefit)., Fourth, we

. - 1 . s
- R #

. decided to train teachers to apply the treatment ip typical classroom

y
, » -
‘ [

envirdnments rather thah to conduct the lessons ourselves. The rationale

M \

behind {his alteration islﬁrénsparéﬁfﬂ

Y

It is one thiny for an experimenter

. -

“. ‘steeped dn the infefence literature and convinced ©of the efficacy, of the

’
0

abproa%h to appl*xit; it is quite another to train others perhaps not o
e

similarly Ynclin (and concerned with so many other curribuqu demahds) Ve

to davelop strategies Fon‘helping students improve.thpi} inferential capa- <

[ .t .

bilities. A strategy no one could be expected to use, we reasoned, was e . M

.

v//ha¢dly I?kﬁﬁy to become a candidate for {nsgructional chanjg.

-
] 1 .
) * L "y - . b
-

2 o ) Method , - . ;

i . - . < . .. N
~ Subjects . . .- A o . .
. @ —_— . . . . .

L4 e, s . —'-

]
The subjects were 40 fourth-grade students who were selecg?d randomly

.

o0 . . * . {{
, from an ayailable ‘group of '125. All attended elementary scho%ﬂ in & small+:
. . . . 7 ; ‘

&

_town in, Maine that included diverse SES*levels. Twenty werjﬁWabgled good

-~ . . 13 2 ’
.. readers -ands 20, poor readers based lipon comprehension subt%dilscores of
N . - .. . ~ .\ f:’ 5 - ) 9 .
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. ‘ N . : s 4 ’
.- the Stanfo}g Achievement Test (SAT) and tether judgment.- The mean SAT . -
\..\. equivalents'were.6.3-er-the-good readers and 3.2 fquﬁhe poo;. Sgudents i .

within each ability group wqré assigned randont]y into either‘ﬁxperimental

. or control treatments. ) : H.

< . -
- .

‘Instructional Procedure .
k2]
. 3, - -

"All instruction’wds provided during the second semester by the four

S ‘

[iamneN

‘ . .
. certified fourth-grade "teachers n that school./ The teachers were switched

from experimental and control conditions or vice-versa to coritrol for any

L A4 *

teacher differences. Instruction continued for 10 consecutive weeks, covering

the next 10 stories that the children would have read anyway. A 2-week
. » 2 v

training perjod preceded the actual profject. -

Project-rela%gd actiVities constituted 2 instructional days each week.

For the othep 3 days the teachers provided the-regular vocabulary and s&?ll'

'actfvities which followsd the basal programs and school curriculum. Of
. 3 . .
. , ‘ , '

. the 2 prqject-r?!ated days, one was devoted to introdicing the‘EFQxiSs aqg

- [
-

/ . ‘
(} - the other was devoted

to discussing the stories after they had been read.
\ ’

: * +"  0On the day when the stories were introduced, each teacher followed a
]%Sson plan provided by the experimeters. For the experimental groups ) .
. . . < ' \
o1 ‘these were, the strategy-training sessions. The lessons began with a dis- -

o, d
[y

’ 5\ cussion the virtues of using '"'your own life' (a phrase which the children

¢ .

coined after repeatedly hearing the phrase ''your previbus experiences') to 5

help you unﬁg:stang what you read. The students discussed thé ihportance
- »

+ L 3%
» o .




-~ to he]p‘their comprehens}on. For example:

of continuously cémparing their

«

.

«

Teacher:

What is it that we have been doing before we talk about eaéh.sto}y?
&

An Instructional Study

own.u!e riences -to those

-
“
.

. 9 -

- ~

8 .
< {
. .
ih-a text in order
. »
\ . - .

1
Focus of responses:

‘

\

.

We talk about our }ivé§ and we predict what will happen in the .
. stories. . . S , l ) .
: - ) : ) . .
Teacher: . '

-

Why do we make these comparisons?

] \ ¢
. .

Focus of responses: ) '

- . - . -

These comparisons will help us understand the stories.

. , -~
’ . L «
Teacher: ) . .
“e - - rt .
i - . . ] Ve
Last week | asked you to think about a social studies lesson on . .

Japan. Today, pretend that you'are reading a science article
about conversation. What might. you be thinking about while you
“are reading the artjcle? - ;
l. YA ) /
3 i ' o -
Gist of responses: .
s &
Students relate personal experiences with,conservation and’ ’
explain how the experiences would be related to a text. ' <
\ ‘ .~

’

//

After this E{jef general discussion, six questions were asked y¢fch

he‘]ped-the students to capitalize on the use of ''their own dives' in or*

-

to draw inferences that would be helpful when interpreting the upcoming

.

.story. These questions were based on a model of inferencing which claims
' > \e
AL-'-/
= X - .
. R ’ . v
— “?
. 10
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. 5

L - \9

. .

, { . . i

. . ©
that persons understand new information by relating tt to old (Pearson &

JohnSpn,:l9Z8). The six questiens were

L)
. .
e [y

which had been selected from the story.

- \] . -

\

—

/

.

-

-

. An Instructional Study

0

based upon thEee important ideas

. { .
For each idea twa questions were

t. per3onal

‘formulated. The first required th® readers to relate pertinen

AR §

.

¥

exper?ences‘and‘the secodﬂ required them to hypothesize what miéht happen .

L

under similar circumstances jn the story. .Ejther one of the two'questioH

*’..

types is commonly'TBund in suggested introductions’to stories in teachers'

-

guides, but the notion of combining the two in order. to more reédily model

~

’

~ "

-

the, inferential process in such a graphic manner is a slightly new approach

F

- - e
to story introductions.; An example of a story introduction used in the"

present study follows:

' An idea selected for development fronm

Y -

¢ -

Sometfmes people

.
. s

one story: *

=

”

! I3
are embarrassed by their personal appearance.

*

«

N

“The related previous experience question:

.

e

Tell us about a time when you were embarrassed about the way you.

laoked. (Various responses were:

| got a short.haircut.

I'm =

tpo short. 1 hawe a suit with a.big pocket«in front. | wore .

sopé short pangs.)

»

.

.

LSRN

. -

(&

This discussion Jed -into the following hypothesis situation:

In our next stor9 there is an old man whd is embarrassed about °

. -

the way he looks. What do you think is the thing that embarrasses =

him? (Various answers were: Ragged clothes. Cane. gray hajr.

’

Vrinkles.) ' ! L ' a
- " : 1
. - "
N 1 4
g hd < . -
. .
- v 1 - /
h& 5
. N vt ’
) o~
5 ' . “
- L -
N - “, 13(
N ) Y +L
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o

. related previous experience or not¢bé able to generate an hypothesis. The

.

[4

-questions some reference needed to be made to information not stated in -

. “ LY - ° ‘
. .
. - s - 4 . b
¥ L4
. . L [ . ’
,n "/' X N . -l R
) . An Instructional Study
‘ . P , 10
v . B : .
< ~ A
v : ; * .

An- importapt’ function of-these questions was to stimylate inte

- « LY .

among the -students. ‘Often an’ln&ivi&ual‘ﬂou1d not be able to remamber 'a

action®

. - - ’
- * ]

—— e

- . ° s < = . ~
interaction within the.group p?@%q'triggéred the recall of similat ex-
. . - I 4 v

B
2 -~

periences on the part of an individual and helped to stimulate possible

.

ﬁypotheses. " Also, following’the discussion of each question the students
, . .

.

wrote down their own answers to the questions. Examples of materials used

in all phases-of the e&peridental group's trdining appear in Appendices,
' A . . )

A-D. - - f D ‘

. N ’

. ~

The lesson plans for the control grougs.followed suggestions in the: \

‘teachers' manuals for introductions tq the stories. For example, s

1. fhe'stpry you're gojing to read today is a true story about a

- 7

youngzgirl wMo saved thef]ives df many people. ) . .
2. Turn $ pagd 265 now. | , oo ’ ,~1
) Q‘ 3. This story quk'plaee ébout IOO.yearﬁvggoj . C
'Ah.. %gat'is tﬁe~:}tT;‘of the ;tcry? - -0 “
5. How read pagb; 2657271. ‘ < o ' - ’

> .
N

-

(from Hanser, 1931) was used with the experimental groups. Théy participat

in a discussion cqmposed enti}ely of “inferential questions. For all

‘

! . . \ . ’

[ 4

<

the story in order to provide an adequat;:éﬁéye#.. %n elaboration upon the E
" . . - . .
3tory was necessary Jin order to answer the guestion thoroughly: Theset
:questions charaéter?stfca[]y afforded several children opportunities tél
fnféraéé in answering any one que;tiqn. For example: ' “ ’

On the day when the stories were discusséd,.the,praqtice-gh]y épproaci s R

>

T T Y
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. . . - ’ . N . )

~r

. - 4

~

. ' ) n a discussion of a basa\\ver5|on of "Charlotte's Web;“ the

follownng question was asked: B
/{ . What kind of person do yéu think Templeton would be if i

he were human? * . ' ¥ ;

N

THe discussion amofig the students transpired as follows: .

' Mean. Nasty. Cruel. Greedy. "No. {If Templeton were®
human he would be-different than he was aé a rat because he -
*&Juggld have money and cauld buy foad. Yes, | think so too, then ’

he wouldn't have to be mean.

.

’

T *
Niice how the interaction among the students afforded one student's B
variant (but plausible) interpretation to enhance the possible inferences

\ .
the group might draw after reading the stdry. Ong purpose of these dis-

. cus§iops was to deve]gp within the students & mindset toward_divergence
when answerjné questions. tt was hoped that by experiencing repeated
/ . . .
situations of this sort, they wole learn to view text as somefhing to in}er-
“ - A pret rather than Femember. | ! .
For their discussions, the control groups received a diet of ldgeral:

A} ! 7 .
inferential questions in the ratio of 4:1. This ratio reflects teacher

.questioning pattqgﬁs most commonly found in elementary reading discussions
. ° - G ] ’ ’

-
*

iﬁénd'basal reader teachers' manuals (Cuézak,iﬁ§67; Hansen, 1981).
a ‘ Fd .

C Dependent Measures ' ' .

. -

- L\
- Comprehension worksheets. Fo]]ow1ng the dISCUSSlon of eachb tory

- ~

~

. all students compléted worksheets coﬁtaédlng 10 open-ended questlons

(students had to write answers). Six of the questions were used in later

v -

analyses, three literal and three Inferengia]. (The answers to the o%her

[N . -
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4 . " - . .
four questions were not analyzed because these questions were not common
* & M ~

-~

across groups.) The literal questions could be answered by verbatim sub-

. .

stitution of words from the text. The inferential questions could only be
. b ]

answered by using some world knowledge to interpret the tEXt;'the answer
ER \ L N .
. . 'y R
could not be found in the print. (An example of each question type is

c e

given in the following section.) All responses were scored as either

correct or incorrect by the researchers. In cases of disagreement, the

“ '

researchers resolved their differences in discussion. A positive comment -
____—:,i T iy : . I
was written on each student's paper by the classroom teacher. When the

. . ! ,
worksheet$ were retyrned to the children; the teachers always expressed

]

satisfaction with the performdnce of the group. F§¢ the experimental groups

A ’
» n

the teachers always connected the students' success ﬁi&h the experimental
. 4 ‘ Q"” °

‘

method by stating, in various ways, that relating the stories to their own

lives seemed to be helping Ehem understand the stories. .

. @ e »
<

« Transfer stories at each reading level. - Two stories were selected

from basal materials not used in the participafing school (Rand McNaily

-

and MéGraw-Hill), at the reading levels appropriate for the two levels of
readers (good/poor). Although direct comparisons were not made between the
good and poor readers, prior knowledge assessments were taken, and the two

stories were judged to be of similar familiarity. These assessments con-
J
) 3

]

sisted of open-ended question of the type used in a previous study (Pearson, ‘

Hansen, G‘Gordon,-]§79).’ At thé conclusion of the study, each student read
: 8 . e
the one story appropriate for hfs/hef reading level. Students met indi-
4 R -
v . o .
vidually with one of two examiners, at which time the student read the

<

N ‘ -

)

.
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€ -~ Y ;0 s N ]3. L
- ’ . . . v .
. story silently and answered 15 open-ended comprehension questions, 8 of
» . r L] . - ,

which were Jliteral and. 8 inferential. These quéstibns were.presented and

R ’ 4 c - >
.dnswered orally.' ! . _ »

. -
]

.

The answers to the 16 questions were %cored using two different seps

N -
‘ . .

of criteria. For the first analysis'all answers were coded as being either,

. @

e N ‘ bl - wo, .
) . correct or incorrect. Thé second analysis involved only the answers to the

- " 0 -~ -
.

inferential quéstibns_aﬁd was a weighted’scoring-schgme which reflected -the

LY
. SO -

. "quality of the answers to,thesé infqrentiaf questions. |t was based upon

the following method of generat{ng the inferential itéms: (a) féxt,segméﬁts

. » . ’ -

- - rq 4
. P . ot t . b .
. were identified for which the two examiners agreed that the fext did not

‘ . .,',‘(5‘ - - e

provide “an explanation. for a situation. (b) Based upon their, own knowLedge'
. ) 0 R H
of -the topic, they generated what ‘they ¥elt .was a useful explanatien.

- ’ . [N
a

(c) A quéstion wa§‘thén wfittgn;;hét explicitly tapped the information in

i . - o
the explanation. +'(These explatatiors were not shown to the students;

" .. . ’ - -

* A ' ﬁ ) ) . Ao
they were.only written 'so that there would be a basis for question genera-

¢ K . . . . B
tion.) . O et e . .

B " The literal aid inferential items are exemplified below with a section
N h .

'“f (¥). of sthe story tSkgn from the‘Rand-McNally series. The italicized portion

' R

o

. . " § . ‘ . ? ) . ’
» “.xepresénts the exb{?natlon added to the text in order to create inferential
C jté&é{ Question (2) is a literal question and (3) is an infereqtiél

o e\

. ™ \’,‘; - 1
R
questign. .

’ - t ¢

Jg])l’A cat's paws are also interesting. Each paw has soft pads

ronsit. Thi's helps the cat walk'very quietly. The claws are

~ -

ES . 3
usually drawn up inside the paws: This way, the claws are kept
L4

hidden and sharp, and they.don't make any noise when the cat
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~

rans. When- it climbssor jumps on a mouse or rat, the cat's

claws come out, ready for business, so they can grab the mouse

A -
or rat. AN

> .
2) hy don't a cat's claws make any noise when the cat runs?
~ ¢ u K

. - » .
(3) What does it mean to say that a cat's claws eome out "ready

.
- .~ - .

for business?" C ’ ¢ \ .

-

The followung flve -point scale was used. to weight the quallty of the

' \
{ responses to ‘these inferential questions.” The italicized portions in
. /’ ‘8 . . 4
parentheses are examples of students' responses to queStion (3).

N -

f

L - A correct answer: The answer |s a reproductlon of, or is

synonymous to, thﬁfunserted lnference statement. (ready to tear

something apart) .

LS

3 - A correct answer: The answer is based upon the inserted in-
. . ) e .

ference statement Qut is*somewhat broad, specific, or incomplete.

It relies too heavily on either text or prior knpwledge, rather

than a balanced integration of the two. (ready for enemies)

\

. . ( .
- An incorregg\?nswer: The answer is related to the inserted
inferencefstatement but totally omits reference to either prior

knowledge or text; i.e., no inference was drawn. (comes out of

their paws). '
[y - . 1

I - An incorrect answer: Such as copying from other parts of the

text or a 'wild guess."" "(they come right out like a bullet)
7

o

L3

0 - No response. - . .
Y 4
. ~

Common story. A tommon story containing 285 words was read by al?’

students. This story was at a second-grade, second-sehester'reading level

’
'

to ensure that irt-was readable by all students. The source of the étory

~
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L .

was second-grade instructiona) materials (Open Court Basic Readers). The

. e ’ . ’

testing format was identical‘to those used for the reading level stories.

v -,

‘e . ‘e - ’ . ! ~ . . @ .
: - Results ' ‘
. The results were analyzed'using MANOVA and ANOVA procedures. All odzr .

~

& -~
colne measures were a

“n

P

nalyzed separately and will be presented as independent

'

sources of data. °_ . ‘ Ca. T

E . - .

*. ~ .
. . .

"Comprehension=Worﬁshéets

.
3 - .

BN .
The data from the worksheets accompanying *he stories in which the

)
& * .

instruction was .embedded were analyzed separately for the good and poor

_ readers because the two groups of students were.reading from different = -

. -
a

basals. o

f

For the poor readers the multivariate analysis revealed a treatment

»
‘

—

B Iy 'S

' effect on the question types, 5(2;17)’=’§.875, p <:.01, R = .63 (see
'?_.{ .

. Table T for means and standard deviations). . The two measures were signifi-
' ' L] v , 1] ) "\ -
~ cantly correlated (pooled within cell r = .66, p+< .025), but the multi- -

. . . - . .
variate effect was due to the inferential varijable only, as supported by

’ . .

the ANOVA results, F(1,18) =-11.556, p < .01 and the standardized dis-

- ’

Thus, the experimental treatment, which focused‘on inferential Fhinking,

\

was helpful to the poor readers when they were confronted with additional

inferential questions from the instructional stories.
AN D e mdem e c———- e r e ———

. Insert Table 1 about here. . ;///

&

criminant function.coefficient (Literal = —6.353;”Ipferential = 1.196). .,

se
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The experimentat instruction did not facil'itate)th'e perfor ahce of

[ -

the poor, readers on -the litergl questions, __( 18) =-/ 2.310, p D5, 'Ho,w-, - .

N ever, the expernmental treatmenlt did not |nduce a decrement in l'iteral \
performance, sin fact, these students did slightly béetter than/the control I
students even though th/egl did ,not practice this task frequentiy PN ’

Tahe mult|.var|ate analysus for the good readerJ revealed/an overai] )
_ 4 ] treatment efFect, F(2,l7) = /400 5, g /65 R =, :‘ \The inféfential and.
\”\_ . l|teral measures were not sugnlfl ntly correlateg (po'oled‘ ithin cell ) _
'ﬁ = .39, p > .05‘*) and the multivar\ate effect was due \to the literal
o ’ va,riable, as supported by f:“he AN : A results, 5(1,1'8:) 6.612, p < .05 and
] N the standardized d|scr|mlnant,functha_coeffICIent (ther%l‘- 1.082,
lnferentlal_ = -0.510). Thus, tradi‘tional methods’l were- su/ccessful in ‘
accompllshlng traditional goals of factual ‘memory for good readers , i )
" The experlmental treatment did not affect the performance of the good :
readers an the inferential questions, _( ,18) = .064, £> 05 The . ‘. ’
’unstruct|on was hot effectlve for |ncrea5|ng the lnferencmg power ofs
' the goC,’d readers, . ' R .ot e .
. e _— S e
I Results on these worksheets indicate that neither the traditional nor * _
7 experimental technique {s Uf,]iVersally‘mo.re ’:effective than the ‘3ther./‘ The> :
) experimental met’hod enhanced the inferential' comprehension of the poor . o
) ! T
readers. The control method enhanced the--literal comprehension of the good C
) readers. - ) ' ’ ) : Qs
i' /‘ Stories at Each Reading Level ' N '
- For this series of data the students read a,trahsfer stery (i.e., re= "
ceived inStructien‘of 'an)fl‘ k‘i”nd) at their own reading level; h.ehce.,°t"here : .
{ . °, * B ’ \- -
~ o 1K e T ,
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were separate analyses for §ood and poor readers. The following sets of

scores were analyzed: responses to inferential questions (scored as

correct/incorrect and scored with the weighted scheme) and responses to

literal questions (scored as cprrect/incorrect). ‘MANOVA and ANOVA pro--

v .

cecures were applied to correct/incorrect scores; only ANOVA procedureé, .

‘ . .

to the weighted inference scores.

. Within the poor readers the mu]tivaria{e.analysis revealed a treatment
v :

’ . ’
" -

- . \\ . . .
effect on the quéstion types when scored with the correct/inc@®rect cri-

terion, F(2,17) = 6.417, p < .Ol;tgc = .fﬁ. The two question ty?es were
. . .
correslated (pooled within cell r =‘.62, p < .05), but the multivariate
-effect was mainly due to the literal variable, &s supported by the ANOVA i

results, F(1,18) = 13.487, p < .0l (see Table 2 for means and standa¥d

.

deviations) and the standardized discriminate function coefficient (Literal =

4 s : o .
1.054, Inferential = -0.110). The results from the literal question

.

analysis did favor the experimental group.

. g »
P e o e e o - e " > -

insert Téb]e 2 about here, .

/ .

.

For the inferential questions the correct/incorrect scores did no

4 . . v . . . . . e
indicate a difference between treatments for .these poor readers at a con——=

ventioﬁa]fléVe].of significance, Ef],k§) = 4.085; p'= .058. However, for -
'(’ ! . ’ ¢ s

the weighted inference scores there was a significant effect favoring the
? ) ‘ 1

e i

experimental group, 511;18) = 5.275, p < .05. The‘différence within the

" . . - c" -
poor readers which had been nearly significant on the correct/incorrect

- . B . [y .

resoonses became significant when these inferential responses were coded
f . ’ )
according to the weighted scheme. 4 ’

~
1z
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&*. Sy S - . <
WIthun thé good readers the multlvar|ate analysls indicated gg treat-

ment effeckt for the correct/lncorrect scores on the questlggs F(2,l7) =

v

093, 2_2'.05, Bc .10. Theig literal and inferential measures wére.not *

-— ‘. . o . - . -

only'highly correlated (pooled within cell r=.73, p < J01), th nerther'

was affected by either treatment:

The ANOVA performed on the we!ghted

13 . "

snference scores stnll did not |nd|cate a treatment effect F(1

,]8)~= “‘

230 p > .05. g N . . .
The data from these stories at egch reading leve} indicate that the

«

poor readers who received the inferential instruction benefited from it,

Their-answers to both inferential and' literal questions were superior to
2

,ol . Ce
those of the:students in the control group. For the good readers, there
. - ]

3 PR . -

were no treatment effects. .

Common Story

s~

LA

¢

- -
t

-

-

-

)

The story read by all‘readeqs produced the same sets of scores as

. -

P vl , . -

did the stories at each reading level: correct/incorrect responses for\\\\
) ’ H ' [y . \

the literal/inferéntial questions and weighted scores for the responses
For each-set of scores the analysis examined
\
the main effects of ability and treatment and the interaction of the two."
, .

For sthe correct/incorrect responses to the questions a two-way MANOVA

5

to the inferential questions,

produced significant main effects for both ability,

F(Z,35) = 8.213, -

.57, and treatment, .01, R

= 6.537, p < R.

p < .001, R_ = F(2,35)

the good readers and the students in the experimental-groups receiveg

higher scores. There was no interaction, F(2,35) = .05,

1.789, p > R =

.31 (see. Table 3 for means and standard deviations).

o\
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M
The follaw-up univariate tests revealed the same main effects for the
\ . -

. -

inferenitial-questions uslng;correct/lncorrect scoring;:’ ability, F(l 36)
q ‘

LT .
15.283, g < .001, and treatment, F(1,36) = 11.479, p < .01. There Was no

..intéraction, F(1,36) = 0.000, p = 1.000. High ability students performed.

- -

better than "Tow ability students; experzmental students —better than
. . 'Y 1

L]

\control students. It is worth notrng (see Table 3) that the’ students in
- . - L. t

. .y . ' . o N . * \‘ - ) ’ )
the poor ‘experimental group performed nearly' as well as~the good- centrol z/ff\
students. The ANOVA results for the_weighted inferenéeiscores revealed sig-

. . < . PO .

.nifjcant effects for ability, F(1,36) = 6.88, p < .05, and treatment,

s
-

F(1,36) = 13.162, p = .001, but not for their interaction, F(1,35) = 292 s

-~ ’ ¢
R > .05. .The table of means (see Table 3) suggests that, the experlmenbal

v o

treatment was about as effectlve for both the gocmﬂand poor readers, It is

’ * .

|nterest|ng to note that the mean f?r the poor experlmental readers was
2 2 ‘ J

sllghtly higher than the feans for the good conttol readers. :
. . M LI

.

-

The ANOVA tests brought forthﬁgﬁs]fghtly different patterd for the .

literal questions: there was an ect for ability, Ejl,36)_5 10,286;

-

p < .01, but not fof eitﬁer treatment; F(1,36) = .472, p > .05, or the ° -
. : - - ) . . t.
- interaction of ability and,treatmént, £(I,36) = 2.571, p> .05. ’

In symmar?, for the™common story the results suggested that the exper-

imental readers performed remarkably well on the inferential questjons.,

- ’ .

Especiall? interesting was th& fact that the poor experimental group could

iz " answer stch questions about as well as either group of good readersf'
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Discussion N :
This training in inferential comprehension is better suited to poor

- s

- .

?

intermeddate-grade readerJ!than to good réaders in thesé 5rades. of. the
’ L) M ¢ v * M
. . et

. . L > g L
five analyses comparing good readers’ ¢n |nferent|aL proPe§<fWorgsheet data

g g R SIS k
plus two scoring:’procedures for each of the other two assessments), onl .
4 0 g ( L , Y

- e b

v - . 3 . A P
two (on the common story) produced a treatment effact f;&orrngmghq_gxpenLr

- ’ ~

So i ° N

mental "group. On tHe other handlzdh the same five analyses- for poor

- 7

4 N o N

5
readers, *four of*the five favored .the treatment graup. Furthermore, the'

N

. -

- e . o >
poor experimental students gig not differ substantially from the good

k) Ay

[

- .

readers when ahswering the inferentiatl questions on the common sfory-eVép
’ . ) - [ o, L~ ~-
though they had SAT grade-equivalent scores 3.l Years below these good * ’
P . - s N RS e . , -

Ve s - > o
readers. \{inal]y, on one of the three analyses of ]ité?al.B}obes; the ex-
- & | SR , ',“l'\ i&.

perimental pobr readers outperformed. theiv coftryl group pegrs. -By

-

El - -

.

- $ !
4 ; 7
virtually any /standard, then, the poor rea@g in the experimerftal -group

benef.ited~frih the treatment.

\ - 47 .

Y

WHy was'ﬁt possible to improve low ability student§'~ipfeféﬁce drawing
-ability? Other researchers had found that young chi‘ldren a \/or elementary

L4 -
-

students are nof%only‘capable of drawing ‘inferences but -do so reqularly in. -
. N e s,

jtheir daily 1iVé§ (e.g.,,Péris & Upton, 1976; Paris &.Lindauer, 1976). We

would specutate that drawing inferences underlies most human learning. :
- . 3 -

However, when children are observed in-schools it quick]y'becomés apparent
. ; : .

, b

that they have difficulty drawihg inferences based upon théir;reqding ~

\ . 4 > N ) ke ’. I3 .
assignments. In addition, observational ‘studies (e.g.’, .Guszak, -1957; Harser .
- v v o

P - » s
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. 1 .
lg%l)‘reveal that little ihstructional time is devoted to infer-

>

'Agnfjai thiﬁking. Therefore, the difficulty chi‘ldren may have with

St' answering inferentfal™questions in reading classes may stem from a dis=-
e -

tinction they have drawn betwaenm%yfryday life and life in reading classes~
] ’ ‘ PRt .

s ‘“-o 4
Our experimental approach, then, may hav
have Jearned ‘and use in other environments but avoid in encounters ‘with
y - C. . . '
text. As one stydent volunteeredsto us, "I didn't know it was O3K. to use

o

my head tqaanswer questions.' L BN - \

! “ 2 . . . )

But the question oﬁ.the treatment's peculiar benefits for poor readers
[y M - LA

é'legitim}zeq a behavior that they

e

&

.

. persists. Perhaps teachers use differential teaching methods witth good and
. . . \ , . . . '
poor readers. These students typically receive more instructional emphasis
~ ! :

on various decoding skills and accurate word identification, with less

- = -

\ ’
N . Pl . ¢ -
time devptgd to comprehension “in general, let alone so-called higher leve]

v

comprehension. Furthezpore, it is not difficult. to imagine differential

emphasis on the kinds of qugstiong asked of -good versus %bor readers.’ i\

‘
3

. . .-
Poor readers are more likely candidates for an emphasis on getting the facts

- °

psfrqjght; Whatever the, reasons; when the instruction was provided, they

3

quickly absorbed it ang used it to their advantage.‘

& A “ * °

More Specifically, the combination of training and practice in infer-

: ‘*v;- . )
s “ential thinking ware provided. The introduction® providéd theiapportunity

e

to ‘relate personal experiences and make predictions which served to make

the story events more readily identhLaHle when students ‘engountered them.

.
v

One must remember that the’predictions were often not accurate, but even

.so they could have served as vehiclgs through which students could compare

-
~

.




-

and contrast prior%

introductions that the students, were trained to use an inferential mode]l
of thinking.
di'scussion. and debate by e]iciting multtiple responses from the group.

allowed the

points.

creéted toward dnvergent thinking.

acceptable,

like conditjons ihposed by the posttests.

e

e

A}
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nowledgé with text situations.

<

~

but actually expected,

s

L

-

a

22

-

It was within these'

w

_

«The~ inferential questions asked after the stories encouraged

This

unteract with each™other and to benefit from var|ous v:ew-

Another ja’tor whuch encouraged participation was the mindset .

When more than'one answer is not only

3

more students may have been willing to
«

.

, answer because ‘the risk of being. wrong was decreased.

c

This mindset may

-

have stayed with ‘them when. they had to generate responses in the more test-
‘Experimental students were

indeed more accustomed to jumping in and generating plausible answers.

The less impressive,results for the ;reatmeg; with the Good readers

J

’

emay have stemmed from the hypothetical set of circumstahces suggested

earlier.

on questions that require going‘beyond the text.
.

Good readers, because they are good, demand less att&ntion to ¢

-~

s

o

: &ecoding and word identifjcation.v Also they mey receive more emphasis '
r ! 1€

Furthermore ~good readers,

again because they are good, may need little more than sheer exposure in -

B /‘

'(ae good readers in this study may have already figured ouE/“the rules of

the 'inféfence game'' on their/pwn

One other explanation is possible.

A

. ordérvtqefigure out how to deal with a particular cognitive task.
. R Y ¢ . A

In short,

)

lThese

good readers were scoring at sixth grade levels 6% standardized tests while

they were placed in fourth grade reading materialis.
. .

been using more chattefging and/or more upfamiliar material

<

A .

o

24

Iy

bl

.

Perhaps if they had

, the treatment
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., might have had a more profound effect. These possibilﬁfies await further
investigation. ) \ : . e

Anothe;za§pect of, the study which became apparent during observations

-

?

was a motivaktional factor. Poor readers who are in fourth grade knqw they

» v

‘ -~ ‘ o .
arehpoor readers. They may have learned that;the activities they are using. -

in reading do not get them very far. Perhaps they tuned in to ;herbening
Pl . -~ .
comments which emphasized that this method would help their comprehension.

These same opening comments may not have landed on such receptive eéﬁ in

¢ i<
the case of the good readers. (who knowing they are good readers, ma#énot

%ave been impressed by the‘expectat' that this method would help Qheir

_comprehension). - .

»
“

Other observational notes wnderline .the possibility that motiy
¢ N oo
playéd an, important role for the poor readerf. The students inth

. mental group were much more involved.in thein s troductions|! than the

Pt
v .

. ¢
students in the control group. The$ noticeably enjoyed talking §Lout them-,
.. . ® RO ,

! selves and venturing forth some possibiligges about events in tHl stories.

. M * "

-~ This created a higher level of interest'in 'the“stories than was usual for

Ed & * . s
-~

o

these normally reludtant readers. Imagine how impre§§pd we as researchers
were to hear -the following interchange between teacher and students just

.

as the introduction to a story was ending: The teacher uttefed the
. ﬁ ’ . / .
- usually fateful comment, !'Now go and read the story.'- '"Good!' exclaimed

{

=

threewof the boys as they rGshed from the group. /

.

. The writing element built into the introductions appeared to help
s a 4

-

the typigally resfless poor readers to'fgths on the important ideas. If
v . .

@
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- theit minds wandered they had to at least focus for a while oh each ° " A
- ' A ‘ . - . * .
- question in.order to wfite a response‘?er it. This writing was net done Y

b ¢

R e - N
- - [ - -

. in a pressure situation, so they wrote tHeir short aqﬁwers,wul]ungly, knpwrng ;s

’ N O

~

it was acceptab]e tF\erte a contrubutlon given by any group member |ﬁdthey
ER ) ..

- cou]q%het think of an original answer of their own. Because they.had'to L .
» ’ LY 4 - .

.write these answers, they all made at least som& connections’ between prior
‘ . - K} 4 -

. " knowledge apd text before beginning to read.: . . ‘ -
N - - - & . .
We stated earlier that one of th® major reggoﬁs (er conducting this .
study was to determine whether this teaching method is practical. We . )
> ° Al P ‘

. wanted to know if this_.is a method that classfoom teachers caf use as part a
{ . of their daily lesson plans. - we.have eoncluded that they can. The teachers’ e
4
be]leved ln the néteSsnty of lmprOVIng inferential thlnklng skills and
. (" g became adyocates of both portlons of :he experimental meapod %he teachers ‘

.
L

o~

indicated that they had known they were supposed to asg lnferentlal questlons
i, ! ¢ ’ © . . ‘j
. frequently but that they found it more difficult to generate’ lnferentlal '

e
I3 .

L than literal questions. Even though’scripts 6f questions were provided, ¢,
i . .° ' ’ ' . . i /
; sometimes it was not easy for the teachers to sgnse just how much time - -

-~ . N

to devote to a particular question. lnferential questioning skills may

need to be practiced Due to the tralnlng, the&teachers realized the

theoretical S|gn1f|cance of assnstlngathe students in relatihg the tex{— . .
. to their own lives through the introductions. Observations iancated'that~\\
’ ’ ’ 8 [ ’ 2 v
e . . . R N o oy W - A
. /’conductlng the introductions was easier than cpnducting the Inferential
‘ ¢ ' . ’ ]
. $
- ., " discussions. - i e T e
‘. ‘ -~
S . < \ )
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The motivational factor was also important to the teachers. They

-

abprqciated the higher-than-usual interest level of the students and the

- -4 ¢

students' willingne<s to baniicipate in the group interactions. As one

o

teacher said, 'With this method you don't have to stand on your head to keep

their attentiqp.“

=

We are engcouraged by this line of research because it seems to work

[ ]
and becguse it seems to have rather direct applicatiof to practice.. Also,.

©

becausefbur experimental methods are grounded in theoretical research, our

endedvors can be intefpyeted as an effort to bridge the gép between basic

resegrch and the needs of students.
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For purposes of this exﬁériment, we used the common distinction

between literal and inferential probes (i.e., a literal question has an
. >

~—

answer stated in the text while an inferential one does not) even though

Il
other analyses would suggest that some of these literal probes require a

. __text-conaécting inference (Pearson & Johrson, 1978). :

-

oC
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0

Scores on P

*’ —_—
* >
' Treatment
Ability - —
. Experimental Centrol
- - : -
LN Literal Inferential Literal Inferential
Good M 18.90 . ° , 22.6 22.90 22.30
s.d. 4. 25 < 12,72 2.47 2.58
“Poor M 21.60 17.60 17.90 11.80
s.d.  3.69 3,20 6.76 L .34
. . Zf v
) \
\ ‘\) ‘
¢ \
. L . .
, .
. 4 . a
é
. , N
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'ﬁé Table 2 |
Means and Standard Deviations for Scores on Questions é;gweréd .
After Reading a Story Appropriate to One’'’s Reéhing Level
) "\\ X Treatment .

Ability — =

- < Experimental Control

A . \ - -

Score Score
Lit. Inf. vWeigﬁted - Lit. Inf. Weighted
o "3 : ‘ B .
Good M 7.0 4.80 21.90\,. 7.00  4.90 20. 60
s.d. 1.29 1.69 ‘5.04 .82 2.03 6.93
Poor M 5.90 6,.00 25.20 3.60 4,40 19.%0
s.d. ; :
. ‘ 1.70 1.41 3(55 1.65 2.07 7.15 ‘
b \
A4
} ~ .
- ~ v
N s -
\ - _ _ _ - — _ - JE _ [
) - .
=y
-y J' .- \
) . T
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EENES S -
L Tab]e3
. )
Means and Standard Deviations for the Common Story
* Treatment '
Ability Experimental . - Control
Good Poor 'HE . Good Poor ﬂc
L@ M . 500 430 4.35 S.MK p-30 4.35
s.d. © .94 1.25 1.7, 1.49
Inferential™ .M 6.70  5.20 °5.95 5.50 3.90 .65
s.d. 1.06 1.03 1.26 1.45
Weighted M 25.60 22.90 24,25 21.60 17.50 19#85
lnferencs/: )
s.d.  3.34 3.5 N 3.95 ° 5.30
r \ . .
» \ ,
’ rd
- LS '
l -
’ ‘ b R v
- " ' \ ’ )' -
_ < _ —, e — _
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. . APPENDIX A___
v de'Examplés-of Discussions. :

. Wherein the Students Focused on the *

Value of Us}ng the Inferencing Process -

-

o
What is it that we have been doing before we talk: about each
story? - ?

(Responses: We talk about our lives and we'prediét what will
happen in the stories.)

2
-

Why do’we make these comparisons?

+ (Focus of response: These comparjsons will help us understand
the stories.) -

., ' _\

Last week | asked you to think about a social studies lesson on
Japan.' Today, pretend that you are reading a science article
about conversation. What might you be thinking about while
you are reading the article?

[Students relate personal experlences with conversation and
explain how the experiences would be related to-a text.)

» ~ 3 . ‘

If. you were readnng a story about some’experiences 04'50me fourth
graders on a beach party, what might you be thlnklng about
while you were reqdlng about their party? i

(Students relate personal experiences with beach partles -and
explain how the experiences could be related to a story,)

°

'L

Now we'll begin to think about our next storv. -

\ e .
. » . 3 '
- .
. » .\
.
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APPENDIX B ' oL
. . An Example of a Story Introduction ) L7
) . * ¢ ) ~ " @ ©
. Used with an Experimental Group . ° -
. . ; . ‘ . -
M ‘. ~ [ °
J. Important ldea Number One: . . . .
Even adults can be afrald of‘tthps. - . .
t ~ ’ & ¥ . ~ . _&‘
\ 1. Previous Expentence Question: v e — \
Tell about something an adult you know is afraid of. "
2, Pred|ct|on Questlon ° .
- In the story, Cous:pnAﬂma is afraid of -something even
‘though she is an adult. What do‘you think it is?
~ ~ : . 4
A1,  Important ldea Number Two: ‘ L e
People sometimes act more bravely than they feel. - B ' )
\ . - T og< é <
R ‘ 1. Previous Experience Question: , ) . \S\
Tell about how you acted sometlme when you were ‘
- airasﬂ and tried not to show it. o .
. K 2. Predlctuon Question:” i v
: . : How do you think that Fats, the boy in the story, will .
. act when he is afraid and tries not to show it? ' . 4
1. Important Idea’ Number Three: N ’
- Our experiences sometimes convince us that we are capable of? .
.doing thlngs e thought we cou]dn t do.* ' - )
1 ?revuous xperience Question: ’ ", .
Tel) about a“time that you were able to do something
. thought you couldn'!t do. - L
A 2. Prediction Question:
: . In %he story, what do you, think Cousin Alma is _able to -
_do that she thought she couldntt do? __»
¥ r . \ . ‘“
¥ o
;o N
- ' - °
B ) - . e
_Séeking Adventure. A uight at Cousin Alma's. Glenview, IL: Scott,
Foresman, 1973. < : '
. . 7. ’ ‘
., \ O : -
u,—_—»
\ o
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.

An E}egple of ‘a D:scussnon Used

’ : ) s
with an Expernmental Group

¢ . N °
q‘ .
@ } ~ } N p-N

-

1. What does Mr. Kidwell mean when he says that %dhsnn Alma needs a
hired girl "about as much a$ she needs 3 ]egs“?° ..
2. What did Mr. Kidwell think of Lizzie Hicks? =~ . =

3. About how old did Fats think Cousin Alma was when he fnrst asked
° to stay %ﬁ her house? .

-

4. What makes you "think Fats was part of a large family? - v
5.. What-makes you think Cousin A]ma.w§§ ecared when she ggzned'fhe
door for the boys? - . Y.

4

6. How does Cous:n Alma feel about cooking?

' Y.

7.7 Why do you think Cousin Alma came |n and trled the doors and windows?

" . i

9

did Fats make himself feel brave? I o .

8 ’
' - l‘
9. 7ﬁ§§ did Cousin A]ma act when Lr’“le came. home ¢ Jn the middie of the night?

. 7

10.  How do you thipk Cousnn Alma will act dxfferently in the futuret//

-

1

. Seeking Adventure.

Foresman,

1973.

T

A Night at Cousin Alma's.

<

a

Glenwiew, IL:

0

Scott,
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. ‘ APPENDIX D
. An Example of the Two Versions of Worksheet Questions
Compieted by Students Following Each Story
. o S
L . V. Version for Experimental Group .
*Literal 1. Where did the children always skate? (
) -*Literal 2. What happens to the wooden skates as soon 'as they
X ' become damp? : .
Strategy 3. When people are embarrassed, they often try to
: “ hide it. Tell about a time you were embarrassed
SN and fried not to show it. ° : .
- Strategy k. In our story, two children are embarrassed. When were
Hans and Gretel embarrassed and tried not to show' it?
_*Inferential Mhy did Hilda and Peter:ask Hans to carve the
' \ necklaces for them? :
Inferential 6. - Why did Dame Brinker insist that both children buy
skates with the money? ’
) *Inferential 7. Why didn't Cari want the Brinker childjgn to win? .
*Literal 8. Before the race began, why did Peter sdy the
Brinkers deserved to win? . .
‘ *Infefential 9. Why,did Hans insist that Peter take his strap? .
. Inferential 10. What did Dame Brinker mean when she said that Hans
3 had won more®than a pair of silver skates?
1. ‘Version for Control Group
. L )
= “Literal: 1. What happens to the woodeh skates as saon as they
: become damp? ’ ¢
*Inferential "2. Why did Hilda afid Peter ask Haps to carve the
neck1dces for them?
Literal 3. At first, Hans said he would go without skates.
. What did he say the money would be spent for?
*Inferential 4. Why didn't Carl want the Brinker children to win?
*Literal 5. 'Before the,race began, why<did Peter say the
‘. . Brinker ‘chjldren deserved to win the race?
* *Inferential 6. Why did Hans insist that Peter take Ris strap?
Literal 7. Which race was delayed? - -
. *Literdl 8. WHePe did the children always skate? ° .
) Literal " 9. VWhy did Gretel say Hans was the best brother in
. ' 1 * the world? - ) ' fenl :
* Literal 10, How did Dame feel about Hans because he gave '
- ~ his skate strap to Peter? <
» ‘ “Thes& questions appear on both sheats and were used as posttest data. -

. Kaleidoscope. A Cift_for Hans Brinker. Boston, Mass: Houghton,»Mifflin, 1973.
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